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Art Unit: 2192 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application 10/685667 filed on October 15 th 2003. Claims 1-23 are 
presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - J5 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "the test operation" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-3, 6-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Shupps et al. 
(Shupps et al., US 2002/0188890). 

Claim 1 
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Shupps et al. teach a system (see at least FIG.1 & associated text) for testing software (see at least 
testing code, application paragraph [0002]) comprising: 

o an executor (see at least client computer 12, server computer 16 FIG.1 & associated text; 

computer-executable instructions, HTML, scripting code paragraph [0069]) for executing (see at 
least client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]; 822 
FIG. 8 & associated text; 922 FIG.9 & associated text) at least one action (see at least test script, 
action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [0115]-[0121]), the at least 
one action specified in an XML document (see at least computer file, document, XML paragraph 
[0030]; rendered code, XML, scripting paragraph [0074]; files, XML paragraph [0082]; DOM, XML 
documents, components, application paragraph [0087]; testing, components paragraph [0100]; 
transaction information, computer file, document paragraph [0121]), 

o a dispatcher for instantiating the executor to execute the at least one action (see at least 822 
FIG. 8 & associated text); and 

o a driver for receiving information associated with the execution of the at least one action, and for 
sending instructions to the dispatcher (see at least 816, 818, 822 FIG. 8 & associated text). 

Claim 2 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach a logger for logging information 
associated with the execution of the at least one action (see at least reporting mechanism paragraph 
[0036]). 

Claim 3 

The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the logger logs trace 
statements (see at least pass/fail statistics paragraph [0037]). 



Claim 6 
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The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the logger logs errors 
(see at least identification of any errors encountered, results, reports paragraph [0037]). 

Claim 7 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps etal. further teach wherein the driver receives 
input comprising a level of logging to be performed (see at least document validation, component 
validation paragraphs [01 47]-[01 53]; 1112, 1142 FIG. 11 & associated text). 

Claim 8 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps etal. further teach wherein the XML document 
comprises at least one action to be performed to test a software system (see at least test script, action 
paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [01 1 5]-[0121]) and identifies an executor 
to execute the at least one action (see at least 822 FIG.8 & associated text; 922 FIG.9 & associated text; 
client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]). 

Claim 9 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the XML document 
specifies at least one action to be performed to initialize the software system (see at least 810 FIG.8 & 
associated text; 91 0 FIG.9 & associated text; client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions 
paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]). 

Claim 10 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al further teach wherein the XML document 
specifies at least one action to be performed to test the software system (see at least 810 FIG.8 & 
associated text; 910 FIG.9 & associated text; client computer 12, log We, log entries, transactions 
paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]). 
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Claim 11 

The rejection of base claim 10 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the XML document 
specifies at least one expected result of performing the at least one action (see at least expected result, 
each action paragraph [0034]; expected results, transaction definition paragraphs [0145]-[0146]). 

Claim 12 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the XML document 
specifies at least one action to restore the software to a testable state (see at least transaction definition, 
version identifier, restore transaction definitions, rollback paragraph [0166]; [0179]). 

Claim 13 

Shupps et al. teach a method of testing software (see at least testing code, application paragraph 
[0002]) comprising: 

o determining at least one option associated with executing at least one action in a process (see at 
least expected result, each action paragraph [0034]; expected results, transaction definition 
paragraphs [0145]-[0146]), the action specifiable in an XML test case (see at least computer file, 
document, XML paragraph [0030]; rendered code, XML, scripting paragraph [0074]; files, XML 
paragraph [0082]; DOM, XML documents, components, application paragraph [0087]; testing, 
components paragraph [0100]; transaction information, computer file, document paragraph 
[0121]), 

o associating the at least one action with an executor capable of executing the at least one action 
(see at least 810 FIG. 8 & associated text; 910 FIG. 9 & associated text; client computer 12, log 
file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]); and 

o executing the action (see at least 822 FIG. 8 & associated text; 922 FIG. 9 & associated text; client 
computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]). 



Claim 14 
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The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action comprises 
initializing a global testing environment (see at least Globally Unique Identifier paragraph [0103]; FIG. 5 & 
associated text). 

Claim 15 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action comprises 
initializing a testing environment for a single iteration of the test case (see at least 802-826 FIG. 8 & 
associated text). 

Claim 16 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action comprises 
a test operation (see at least test script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information 
paragraphs [01 15]-[01 21]). 

Claim 17 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action comprises 
validating the result of the test operation (see at least transaction validation, actual results, transaction 
execution, expected results, transaction definition paragraphs [0145]-[0146]). 

Claim 18 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps etal. further teach wherein the action comprises 
restoring a testing environment to a testable state (see at least transaction definition, version identifier, 
restore transaction definitions, rollback paragraph [0166]; [0179]). 

Claim 19 
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Shupps et al. teach a method of generating a test case (see at least testing software, client computer 12, 
automatically create the transaction definition paragraph [0122]; automated transaction definition 
paragraph [0129]) comprising identifying at least one 

action to be taken to test software (see at least 810 FIG. 8 & associated text; 910 FIG. 9 & associated 
text; client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]) and 
identifying an executor capable of executing the at least one action (see at least 822 FIG. 8 & associated 
text; 922 FIG. 9 & associated text; client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs 
[0133]-[0137]; [0143]). 

Claim 20 

The rejection of base claim 19 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the test case is a first 
test case and the first test case is copied and modified to generate a second test case (see at least 
modify the transaction definitions paragraph [0144]; 39 FIG. 3 & associated text; altered definition, new 
transaction definition, changes paragraph [0165]). 

Claim 21 

The rejection of base claim 20 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein a test group is 
generated by combining the first and second test cases into a test group (see at least reusable 
definitions, new definitions paragraph [0175]). 

Claim 22 

The rejection of base claim 21 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein a second test group 
is generated by combining the test group with a third test case to generating a second test group (see at 
least reusable definitions, new definitions paragraph [0175]). 



Claim 23 
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Shupps etal. teach a computer-readable medium (see at least ROM 122, 162, RAM 124, 164 FIG.1 & 
associated text) including computer-executable instructions (see at least software code paragraph 
[0068]) for: 

o determining at least one option associated with executing at least one action in a process (see at 
least expected result, each action paragraph [0034]; expected results, transaction definition . 
paragraphs [0145]-[0146]), the action specifiable in an XML test case (see at least computer file, 
document, XML paragraph [0030]; rendered code, XML, scripting paragraph [0074]; files, XML 
paragraph [0082]; DOM, XML documents, components, application paragraph [0087]; testing, 
components paragraph [0100]; transaction information, computer file, document paragraph 
[0121]), 

o associating the at least one action with an executor capable of executing the at least one action 
(see at least 810 FIG.8 & associated text; 910 FIG. 9 & associated text; client computer 12, log 
file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]); and 

o executing the action (see at least 822 FIG.8 & associated text; 922 FIG.9 & associated text; client 
computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

7. Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shupps et al. in view 
of Ogawa et al. {Ogawa et al., US 5608874). 



Claim 4 
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The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Shupps et al. do not expressly disclose wherein the logger 
logs exceptions. However, Ogawa etal. disclose a system for testing software (see at least error 
checking, validation Abstract) wherein a logger (see at least Postprocessor 601 FIG. 9 & associated text) 
logs exceptions (see at least Exception Report col.4:52-53; Warning/Error Report 627 FIG." 9 & 
associated text). Shupps et al. and Ogawa et al. are analogous art because they are both directed to 
testing software. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ogawa et al. into that of Shupps et al. for the 
inclusion of logging exceptions, and warnings. And the motivation fordoing so would have been to 
facilitate data analysis performed by the software testers and further assist the system in providing 
appropriate solutions and suggested remedies in accordance with the logged exceptions and warnings 
(see Ogawa et al. col.1:55-col.2:10; col.23:23-35). 

Claim 5 

The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Ogawa et al. further teach wherein the logger logs 
warnings (see at least Exception Report, warnings col.4:52-53; Test Result Report, warnings col. 6:49- 
52; Warning/Error Report col.23:23-35; 627 FIG. 9 & associated text). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
Ogawa et al. into that of Shupps et al. for the inclusion of logging warnings. And the motivation for doing 
so would have been the same as has been cited in claim 4. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 



9. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Chrystine Pham whose telephone number is 571-272-3702. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on 571-272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



CP 

April 29, 2005 




